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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: the application filed on 6/19/01 , and 
the IDS filed on 9/1 5/03, priority 6/29/00. 

2. Claims 1-17 are pending in the case. Claims 1 and 11 are independent claims. 

Priority 

3. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of . 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e). (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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6. Claims 1-7, 9-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Legh-Smith et al. (US pat No. 6,178.419 B1, 1/23/01. filed 5/6/98) in view of Zhai (US 
Pat App Pub No. 2003/0040930 Al . 2/27/03, 6/5/02. priority 1 1/2/99). 
Regarding independent claim 11. Legh-Smith discloses: 

- (a) providing predetermined criteria for items included in the electronic 
documents (col 2, lines 1-8, 65-67: scoring each of the documents based on the 
respective contents and the keywords in accordance with predetermined criteria) 

- (b) providing a score counter corresponding to each of the electronic documents 
(col 11, lines 14-36: scoring a document by summing up the scores of the items 
in a document implies that each document starts with a score counter of 0 then 
adding the score of each item to get the score for the whole document) 

- (c) receiving electronic document through a network (col 5, line 66 to col 6, line 7: 
retrieving the web page over the Internet) 

- (d) for each of the items included in each of the electronic documents 

i. comparing the item with the criterion corresponding to the item (col 
7, lines 60-67: weighting of the keywords, where the keywords are the 
items of the documents, to see how relevant the keywords are to its 
associated categories implies a comparison the keywords with the 
weighting value which is a criteria forjudging the relevance) 

ii. obtaining a score based on the comparison result (col 7, lines 60- 
67 and col 11. lines 14-32; scoring each item in a document such as title, 
heading based on the weighting value) 
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iii. adding the obtained score to the score counter (col 1 1 , lines 33-36: 
summing the scores of the items in each document shows that the 
obtained score for each item is added to the score counter of each 
document) 

- (e) assigning a priority to each of the electronic documents in accordance with 
the value the score counter corresponding to the electronic document (col 6, 
lines 8-37: the cut-off point indicating that if a page, or an electronic document, 
has score above the cut-off point value, the page is put the database, implies that 
these scores are the priorities assigned to the pages) 
Legh-Smith does not disclose that the predetermined criteria is stored in a criteria table. 
Zhai discloses that the profile scoring mechanism assigns a score to any document with 
respect to the profile where the score represents the relevance of the document to a 
user criteria defined by the profile disclosed in a table ([0013], [0018]). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have combined Zhai into Legh-Smith since Zhai provides a table for 
disclosing the user criteria defined by the profile thus motivating to incorporate in Legh- 
Smith a table for storing the predetermined criteria to easily access the criteria in the 
table for scoring documents. 

Regarding claim 12, which is dependent on claim 1 1 , Legh-Smith discloses referring to 
a score table for storing scores to be assigned based on the comparison results (col 6, 
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lines 25-37: ''the title and description tables hold the title and a brief summary of each 
page {having scores above a threshold, or the top n scores) which a user can access"). 

Regarding claim 13, which is dependent on claim 1 1 , Legh-Smith and Zhai do not 
disclose explicitly that the criteria table is provided corresponding to the kind of 
electronic document. 

However, Legh-Smith discloses that the data is stored in the database tables, the 
categories are stored in the categories tables, and the weighting values are provided to 
judge the relevance of a document to a category (col 7, lines 26-67). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have modified Legh-Smith to include a criteria table that corresponds to 
the kind of electronic document for the following reason, Legh-Smith discloses the 
database tables for storing data thus motivating to use a database table in Legh-Smith 
to store the weighting values, which is considered equivalent to criteria, since these 
values are the standard for judging the relevance of a document to a category. 

Regarding claim 14, which is dependent on claim 1 1 , Legh-Smith discloses that the 
network is the Internet (col 5, line 66 to col 6, line 7: retrieving a WWW page shows that 
the network is the Internet). 
Legh-Smith further discloses: 



II 
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- providing an input form page in which a user inputs the contents of the electronic 
document (col 5, line 66 to col 6, line 7: the fact that a WWW page is retrieved 
shows that the contents of the electronic document is provided in a form page) 

Legh-Smith does not disclose: 

- activating a transfer of the electronic document in response to a click of a button 
provided on the input form page 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have modified Legh-Smith to include activating a transfer of the 
electronic document in response to a click of a button provided in the input form page 
for the following reason. It was well known in the art in Netscape or Internet Explorer 
that a web page can have buttons such as Submit, Back, or Print to submit an online 
form, to go back to the previous page or to print the current web page. It is easy to 
recognize that by clicking on the Print button, the current web page is transferred to the 
connected printer to print the current web page as requested. The combination of such 
the buttons in a web page for performing some predefined functions such as printing or 
submitting data to Legh-Smith would provide an effective way of presenting the 
interaction between users and the websites in the Internet. 

Regarding claim 15, which is dependent on claim 11, Legh-Smith discloses activating 
an internal process in response to a request provided by a user, the internal process 
including at least one of inquiry, approval, modification, e-mail generation and printing 
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process (col 8, lines 54-65: by clicking on the Submit button, a user submit a query for a 
search). 

Regarding claim 16, which is dependent on claim 15, Legh-Smith does not disclose that 
the internal process includes a printing process, and wherein, in response to a request 
for printing the electronic document, layout the contents of the electronic document on 
paper in accordance with the size of the paper. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have modified Legh-Smith to include a printing process as an 
internal process since it was well known in the art that the 'Print feature is provided in 
the Internet Explorer or Netscape for user to request a print where the size of the paper 
and the layout of the document is selected by a user. The combination of the printing 
process as in Internet Explorer and Netscape as said to Legh-Smith would provide a 
convenient tool for user to print an electronic document with a selected layout and a 
selected size of paper. 

Regarding claim 17, which is dependent on claim 15, Legh-Smith discloses that the 
internal process is performed via interaction between a user and a personal computer 
(col 8, lines 54-65: clicking on the Submit button by a user to submit a query for a 
search shows the interaction between a user and a personal computer). 
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Claims 1-7 are for a system of method claims 11-17, and are rejected under the same 
rationale. 

Regarding claim 9, which is dependent on claim 1, Legh-Smith does not disclose: 

- a determination result storage for storing the value of the assigned priority for 
each of the electronic documents 

- wherein the controller is further configured to provide a page in which a user can 
modify the value of the assigned priority 

- wherein the controller is further configured to update the value of the assigned 
priority stored in the determination result storage in response to an instruction for 
modification provided by the user on the page 

Zhai discloses: 

- a determination result storage for storing the value of the assigned priority for 
each of the electronic documents (abstract, [0013]: the profile scoring 
mechanism assigns a score to any document where the score represents the 
relevance of the document to a user criteria defined by the profile, this implies 
that the scores assigned to each document are stored, and since the assigned 
scores are used for ranking the documents, the scores are considered the 
assigned priority for each electronic document) 

- wherein the controller is further configured to provide a page in which a user can 
modify the value of the assigned priority ([0013]: the fact that the profile score 
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threshold can be updated shows that the value of the assigned priority, which is 
the score threshold is modified) 
- wherein the controller is further configured to update the value of the assigned 
priority stored in the determination result storage in response to an instruction for 
modification provided by the user on the page ([0013], [0023], [0025]: updating 
the value of the assigned score according to the profile, which is equivalent to the 
result storage) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have combined Zhai into Legh-Smith since Zhai discloses 
storing the assigned scores, using these scores for ranking documents, and updating 
the score values considered as priorities of documents thus motivating to incorporate 
these features in Legh-Smith for providing to users the updated data of the stored 
priorities assigned to the electronic documents according to the changes of the numbers 
of documents received at a certain time. 

Regarding claim 10, which is dependent on claim 1, Legh-Smith does not disclose a 
history data storage for storing the progress relating to the electronic document and a 
page where a user can check on the progress of handling the electronic documents, 
Zhai discloses a history data storage for storing the progress relating to the electronic 
document and a page where a user can check on the progress of handling the 
electronic documents ([0023]-[0026]: the documents, the scores, the profile and the 
threshold are added in the historical training data for the system implies a history data 
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storage that stores data relating to the document during the updating progress where a 
user can retrieve these data for checking). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have combined Zhai into Legh-Smith since Zhai discloses a history data 
storage for storing the data of the updating process providing the advantage to 
incorporate such a history storage into Legh-Smith for conveniently checking the 
changes of data in many update times as well as easily reconstructing data based on 
the recorded data. 

7. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Legh- 
Smith and Zhai as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Lai (US Pat App No. 
2001/0037290 A1 , 1 1/1/01 , filed 2/26/01 , priority 5/24/00). 

Regarding claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1 , Legh-Smith and Zhai disclose 
determining whether the electronic document is acceptable based on the assigned 
priority (Legh-Smith: col 1 1, lines 33-46, col 6, lines 1-19; Zhai: [0021]). 
Legh-Smith and Zhai do not disclose generating an electronic email for a rejection 
notice if it is determined that the electronic document is not acceptable, and to generate 
an electronic email for an acceptance notice if it is determined that the electronic 
document is acceptable, 

Lai discloses using email for notifying a consumer if the consumer's application is 
accepted or rejected ([0030]: ".. the consumer's application is rejected and the 
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consumer is notified by email in an email rejection step 1 04. . . The consumer is notified 
by email in a confirmation step 1 14 if the consumer's application is accepted"). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have combined Lai into Legh-Smith and Zhai since Lai teaches 
using email for notifying a consumer the rejection or the acceptance of his/her 
application providing the advantage to incorporate using email for a rejection notice or 
an acceptance notice since emailing is a fast and convenient tool for noticing people 
over the network rather than using the traditional mailing that cost stamp and mailing 
time. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Zhai (US Pat No. 6,430,559 B1 , 8/6/02, filed 1 1/2/99). 

Sakakibara et al. (US Pat No. 5,463,773, 10/31/95). 

Apte et al. (US Pat No. 6,253.1 69 B1 , 6/26/01 , filed 5/28/98). 

Fox et al. (US Pat No. 6,701,318 B2, 3/2/04, filed 2/3/03, priority 11/18/98). 

Holt et al. (US Pat No. 6,701,305 81, 3/2/04, filed 10/20/00). 

Shima et al. (US Pat No. 5,835,922, 1 1/10/98, filed 9/29/97). 

Horvitz (US Pat No. 6,714,967 81, 3/30/04, filed 7/30/99). 

Horvitz (US Pat No. 6,622,160 81, 9/16/03, filed 7/30/99). 

Horvitz (US Pat App No. 2004/0172457 Al , 9/2/04, filed 3/8/04, priority 7/30/99). 

Kunzle et al. (US Pat App No. 2002/0023051 Al, 2/21/02, filed 3/31/00). 
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Ho at al., Decision combination in multiple classifier systems, IEEE 1994, pages 66-75. 
Notess, Searching the Web with Alta Vista, Database, July 1996, vol, 19, iss. 3, pg. 86, 
3 pgs. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cong-Lac Huynh whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4125. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (8:30-6:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). . jl 
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